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The study of society has become more 
complex, requiring new concepts, theories, 
and indicators. For example, studies of 
democracy and poverty show that indicators 
from the 1950s are now obsolete and 
have been replaced by new ones. The 
complexities of studying society are the 
results of social change and the differences 
in societies’ characteristics, such as religions 
and ethnicities. An important issue, such 
as happiness, also undergoes theoretical 
and methodological progress in a more 
globalized world. Every study that tries to 
cover societies with sociocultural differences 
can provide important and interesting 
opportunities for theoretical, methodological, 
and policy development. In this regard, the 
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Abstract
The paper analyzes the results of the Social Well-being Survey, which consists of personal, 
relational, and societal well-being in seven provinces of Indonesia. The mean of social well-
being is 7.3 while personal and relational well-being means are 8.03 and 6.90, respectively. 
The variables that have a significant correlation to both personal and relational well-being are 
educational background, asset, residence, family social status, citizenship, native origin, local 
belief, race, and ethnicity. Societal well-being is the individual perception on well-being at 
the macro, systemic, and holistic level of society; its score is at a moderate level (6.2), and its 
indicators are equal opportunity in higher education (7.8), inclusive treatment for the disabled 
(7.5), institutional trust (6.6), and a positive view of society’s progress regarding the income 
gap (3.0). The findings also show that it is important to pay more attention to religious and 
spiritual factors that can enhance social well-being. Finally, the implementation of “happiness 
mainstreaming” policies can improve social well-being at the micro-individual, meso-relational, 
and macro-societal levels. 
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with members from East Asia (Japan, South 
Korea, Taiwan) and Southeast Asia (Thailand, 
the Philippines, Vietnam and Indonesia) 
provides an excellent scientific collaboration 
through which to analyze the similarities and 
differences among Asian countries. 
In this article, we analyze a survey of 
social well-being that consists of measures of 
personal, relational, and societal well-being 
in seven provinces in Indonesia. A number 
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of recommendations derived from the survey 
are intended to improve social well-being 
along those three dimensions.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Happiness is the capacity to produce and 
experience positive trajectories in life 
(Carlisle, Henderson, and Hanlon 2009). 
While many have argued that the concept of 
happiness is vast, subjective interpretations 
can intercede to define its meanings. 
Previous studies have correlated happiness 
with factors such as the individuals’ genetic 
background and age group, however, at the 
end of lengthy experimental research and 
debates over happiness, recent findings 
conclude that the concept of happiness 
resonates closely with the quality of social 
relationships (Alipour et al., 2012; Mogilner 
et al., 2010; Vaillant, 2010). Kahneman has 
argued that the idea of happiness cannot be 
simplified into a single state of happiness. 
He argued that generally there are two states 
of well-being, both of which are valid in 
their respective measurements: Experience 
Happiness, the state of happiness that one is 
experiencing in the present, and Evaluative 
Happiness, how one evaluates the overall 
state of happiness in one’s life (Kahneman 
2009). The former measures the short-term 
condition of the present moment while the 
latter measures the long-term remembered l 
state of happiness. Furthermore, Kahneman 
also claims that one must be able to detect the 
notion of unhappiness through application 
of the “good-bad dimension” (Kahneman 
and Riis 2005). A balanced measurement of 
both happiness and unhappiness is required 
to provide a holistic approach to measuring 
well-being. Based on these discoveries, the 
term “social well-being” can be applied as a 
conceptual and methodological framework to 
describe and measure the notion of happiness.
As objective as it may be, the 
quantitative instrument being used to detect 
individual well-being may not be free from 
subjective preferences; the socio-cultural 
context is intrinsic to the state of well-being 
(Veenhoven 2006:23). For example, the 
general discourse in developing countries 
would argue that greater education results in 
higher income and happiness; there are also 
studies that argue that individuals attaining 
lower levels of education in developing 
countries such as Indonesia, may not have 
high expectations of achieving economic and 
political progression. However, education 
and income may not have strong relevance 
for well-being. 
Based on these premises, the solution 
happiness provides implies that social policies 
should be directed toward not only improving 
the “good” dimensions/objects of happiness, 
but should also specifically minimize the 
“bad” dimensions/objects of unhappiness 
(Kahneman and Deaton 2010). These objects 
of happiness are not confined just to the 
objective and quantifiable dimensions (such 
as level of education, income, etc.), but 
are correlated with sociocultural elements 
(such as religion, ethno-racial culture, etc.). 
For instance, providing infrastructure and 
facilities for religious pilgrimages would 
certainly encourage a state of social well-
being in Indonesia, but those with higher 
educations would more likely be able to 
afford the economic costs of pilgrimage 
than those from a lower economic strata. If 
they remain neglected, the accumulation of 
factors pertaining to unhappiness may result 
in social protest and conflict.
Social well-being is the positive 
collective attitude toward social life 
(Veenhoven 2006:6). Social well-being is 
defined as a combination of perceptions of 
the individuals’ lives and their quality of 
relationships with others, and the societal 
conditions they live in. Basically, there 
are three dimensions (micro, meso, and 
macro levels of analysis) on which to 
measure social well-being: “[the] personal, 
relational, and societal” (Koo et al. 2016). 
The intention of this concept is to not only 
capture individuals’ economic conditions 
(through measures such as GDP), but also to 
explore the individual’s physical, social, and 
cultural satisfaction (quality of life) within 
the scope of their socially and physically 
contextualized interaction. This implies that 
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the individuals’ subjective state of happiness 
reflects the surrounding social conditions.
The quantitative approach toward 
measuring happiness also encounters some 
difficulty in describing the subjective 
meaning of happiness. Without undermining 
the objective value of social well-being, 
Alexandrova (2005) stated that it is equally 
important to capture these “subjective 
elements” by a qualitative approach to 
provide additional information such as how 
the respondent describes his/her state of 
happiness. On which objects of happiness does 
the respondent place greater significance to 
elevate his/her state of happiness? How does 
the loss of permanent objects of happiness 
(such as the death of family members) cause 
dissatisfaction?
The literature shows that there are many 
perspectives from which to understand and 
explain happiness. Moreover, there are a 
number of analyses of happiness at the levels 
of the individual, community, and society 
from psychology, sociology, religion, and 
economics. However, a more integrated 
perspective combining the levels of the micro-
individual, meso-community, and macro-
society can increase our understanding of the 
issue of happiness further. The Indonesian 
SWB Survey applies the following model 
that integrates societal well-being, relational 
well-being, and personal well-being (Koo et 
al. 2016).
The model in Figure 1 shows that 
happiness or life satisfaction at the individual 
or micro level is determined by actors and 
organizations at the meso level, such as 
religious organizations, neighbors, and 
families, and the state––especially its 
policies––and other institutions and social 
conditions at the macro level. 
Policy 
Recommendation 
PERSONAL–
INDIVIDUAL 
SOCIO
ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 
PERSONAL 
WELL- 
BEING 
RELATIONAL WELL- 
BEING 
SOCIETAL WELL-
BEING 
COMMUNITY: 
*Social 
*Occupational 
*Religious 
STATE   
POLICIES 
Figure 1. Policy Recommendations
Source: Koo et al. (2016)
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SURVEY RESULTS
The findings of the Social Well-being Survey 
in Indonesia at the personal, relational, 
and societal level are 8.0, 7.40 and 6.30, 
respectively, as shown in Table 1. 
Table 1 shows that personal well-being 
scores higher than relational or societal well-
being. Personal, relational, and societal well-
being are analyzed by income, education, and 
work status as depicted in Table 2.
It appears that at the level of personal 
well-being respondents with high incomes, 
high education, and regular work score the 
highest. Meanwhile, the highest scores for 
the relational dimension are attained by those 
with regular work, the middle-income group, 
and those with high education. In regard to 
societal well-being, most groups have the 
same scores, with the exception of regular 
workers and the unemployed who have 
slightly higher scores. 
Personal and Relational Well-being
The following figures contrast the level of 
personal well-being based on province, age, 
residential area, and gender in the three 
categories of thriving, (7–10), struggling 
(5–6) and suffering (0–4). In Indonesia, the 
majority of people considered themselves 
to be thriving. In Figure 2, East Java has the 
highest score on thriving (93.4%) while West 
Java has the lowest score (2.9%). With regard 
to suffering, Central Java scores the lowest 
(0.4%) while Banten scores the highest 
(4.5%). 
Table 1. Components of Social Well-being Index
Dimension Components Mean
Personal Well-being • Satisfaction on current life overall 8.00
Relational Well-being • Contact frequency
• Subjective quality of relation
• Trust in people generally
7.40
Societal Well-being • Fair competition
• Equal opportunity
• Inclusive society
• Positive view on social progress
• Institutional trust
6.30
Social Well-being 7.23
Table 2. Personal, Relational, and Societal Well-being
Mean
N
Personal
Well-being
8.0
Relational 
Well-being
7.4
Societal 
Well-being
6.3
Group based on 
household monthly 
income (pre-tax)
1.  Group 1
     (less than Rp 2,000,000) 295 7.5 7.3 6.3
2.		Group 2
     (Rp 2,000.000–4.999,999) 590 8.1 7.4 6.3
3.  Group 3
     (Rp 5,000,000 or more) 329 8.3 7.3 6.3
Education 1.  High school and below 1,012 8.0 7.4 6.3
2.  Above high school 238 8.2 7.3 6.3
Work Status 1.  Regular workers 139 8.3 7.6 6.4
2.  Non-regular workers 299 7.9 7.5 6.2
3.  Self-employed 344 8.1 7.4 6.2
4.  Job seeker 45 7.6 7.3 6.3
5.  Unemployed 424 8.1 7.2 6.4
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Figure 3 shows that the highest score 
on thriving is in the age category 40–49 
(89.1%) and the lowest score on thriving is 
in the > 60 category (78.6%). On the other 
hand, the highest score in suffering is in the 
> 60 category (4.1%) while the lowest score 
of suffering is in the 30–39 category (0.9%). 
Figure 4 shows that those in urban area 
scores higher on thriving (88.8%) compared 
to rural areas (85.9%) and also score lower 
on suffering (1.8%) compared to rural areas 
(2.6%). 
Figure 2. Life Satisfaction by Province
Figure 3. Life Satisfaction by Age
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In the gender category, Figure 5 shows 
that males have a higher score on thriving 
(89.7%) than females (85.4%) and lower 
scores on suffering (1.8%) than females 
(2.4%).
The above data show that thriving 
Figure 4. Life Satisfaction by Residential Area
Figure 5. Life Satisfaction by Gender
individuals are found within all four 
categories: they are predominantly from East 
Java, and are urban, male, and 40–49 years 
old. The suffering individuals are found in 
Banten, and are rural, female, and aged 60 
and older.
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The personal and relational dimensions 
between individuals, and between individuals 
and their communities, show that social well-
being in the seven provinces of Indonesia is 
partly correlated with the daily interactions 
between individuals, and between individuals 
and their communities. Social well-being is 
not only individually but also relationally and 
communally defined and influenced.
The mean score of personal well-being 
is 8.0 out of a maximum score of 10 with a 
standard deviation of 1.5. This means that 
for the respondents of this survey, personal 
well-being is relatively high overall. The 
mean score of relational well-being is 
6.90 out of a maximum score of 10 with a 
standard deviation of 1.0. In relational well-
being, the highest mean score is found in the 
variable of trusting family members: it is 
9.09 out of a maximum score of 10 with a 
standard deviation of 1.144, while the lowest 
mean score is found in trusting unknown 
individuals: 3.90 out of a maximum score 
of 10 with a standard deviation of 1.71. 
These findings validate the general view 
that Indonesians generally trust their own 
family members the most and trust strangers 
Table 3. Personal and Relational Well-being
Mean score Standard Deviation
To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust “most people? 6.11 1.78
To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust “family members”? 9.09 1.14
To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust “relatives”? 8.41 1.36
To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust “your neighbors”? 7.00 1.56
To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust “friends and acquaintances”? 6.94 1.56
To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust “work colleagues”? 6.78 1.74
To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust “unknown individuals” (strangers)? 3.90 1.72
Perception 6.90 1.00
How often do you interact with family/relatives 8.35 2.01
How often do you interact with friends or acquaintances in school or working place? 7.39 2.29
How do you describe your level of interaction with your neighbors? 7.18 2.16
How many people do you interact with in your neighborhood? 8.57 1.69
Interaction 7.88 1.25
How often did you participate in sports or hobbies in the previous year? 6.68 2.91
How often do you participate community engagements? 6.42 2.51
How often do you participate in helping the elderly? 5.02 2.62
How often do you participate in supporting children? 5.67 2.77
How often do you participate in preventing criminal activities? 4.98 2.91
How often do you participate in social support during disasters? 4.42 2.49
How often do you engage in other forms of neighborhood activities? 6.99 2.50
How often do you participate in traditional/religious activities in your neighborhood? 7.82 2.08
Participation 6.22 1.76
theleast. Comparatively, the mean score of 
personal well-being is relatively higher than 
the mean score of relational well-being.  
The dimension of relational well-being 
can be further divided into three different 
sub-dimensions. The sub-dimension of 
perception––the degree of trust toward other 
individuals––has a mean score of 6.90 and a 
standard deviation of 1.00; the most positive 
perception is of “family members/relatives” 
(9.09 mean value) and the least positive 
perception is of “unknown individuals/
strangers” (3.90 mean value).
On the sub-dimension of interaction, 
the data show a mean score of 7.88. In 
this sub-dimension, the frequency of 
interactions, namely, the intensity of face-
to-face interactions with “family members/
relatives” (8.38 mean value) is higher than 
in other groups. It is followed by interactions 
with “friends or acquaintances” (7.39 mean 
value), and neighbors (7.18 mean value); 
respondents also replied that they have a 
wide communal sphere of interaction with 
their neighbors (8.57 mean value).
On the sub-dimension of participation, 
the frequency of contact with social 
124 The Senshu Social Well-being Review 5
communities, (mean value 6.22), respondents 
showed a greater degree of participation 
in “traditional/religious activities” (7.82 
mean value) compared to other forms of 
social activities. In contrast, respondents 
had a lower degree of participation in other 
activities, such as disaster prevention (4.42 
mean value) and criminal prevention (4.98 
mean value).
Based on the survey data, we found 
that several demographic variables have 
significant relationships with overall 
satisfaction (“low”: 0–4; “medium”: 5–7; and 
“high”: 8–10). The demographic variables 
that have the highest correlation are local 
beliefs practice (.129**), assets (.128**), 
residential area (.124**), gender (.101**), 
and religion as practice (.078**). Assets and 
residential area are the objective demographic 
variables related to stratification, while 
religion as a practice and local beliefs are 
the subjective variables related to personal 
identity. Religion as a practice has the 
capacity to elevate the state of relational well-
being. In the context of relational well-being, 
religion has become an important factor 
that builds the sentimental atmosphere for 
collectivity, by which individuals receive a 
sense of security and social protection within 
the religious groups. Furthermore, communal 
lives in Indonesia, particularly in the urban 
areas, are subject to the influence of social 
solidarity, which regulates and provides for 
the everyday needs of the individual and the 
collective groups.
Societal Well-being 
Until recently, a growth-oriented development 
strategy has failed to develop people’s 
essential well-being, social equality, and 
quality of sociocultural life. Recently, 
several new development approaches have 
been introduced, such as people-centered 
development, the Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs), and human development, 
but those approaches are directed to “social 
sectors” (such as education, health), rather 
than directed toward developing a more 
holistic and systemic “good society.” In 
future, the social sciences should be more 
oriented to the basic direction of societal 
development. Societal development should be 
able to balance the strong materialistic drive 
of the development model with the aspirations 
people express concerning the quality of 
sociocultural life that produces social well-
being (such as social inclusiveness, equality, 
social harmony, justice, satisfaction, and 
even happiness) as its development targets.
This section focuses particularly on 
societal well-being. Previous studies done 
in Korea have identified societal well-
being as one dimension of measuring social 
well-being, together with the dimensions 
of personal and relational well-being. Koo 
argued that in measuring human progress 
toward a good society, we need to measure 
all three dimensions because the objective 
aspect alone of a dimension is inadequate to 
describe people’s well-being. Measuring the 
subjective aspect alone could lead to issues 
of false consciousness (Koo et al., 2016:37). 
In this study, societal well-being was 
measured by looking at trust in institutions, 
the subjective evaluation of current situations 
on equal opportunities, fair competition, 
inclusiveness in society, and the prospect of 
society’s progress in income equality. 
There are three main indicators that 
were used based on the Senshu SWB 
questionnaires to further analyze the societal 
dimension of social well-being:
1. satisfaction concerning structural 
conditions (mean score 6.47) and 
the income gap (3.18);
2. perceptions on fairness of 
governmental policies and socio-
demographic conditions (mean 
score 5.93); and
3. institutional trust toward 
government, traditional and 
religious leaders, and civil society 
organizations (mean score 6.17).
Some explanations are provided in Table 
4: access to higher education in Indonesia 
at present is not necessarily deficient owing 
to the growing number of less expensive 
private universities and the more accessible 
multiple-entry system at public universities. 
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Moreover, education is regarded as a 
“secondary need,” thus the growth in higher 
levels of education is given a high score by 
respondents. However, it seems the issue 
of the increasing income gap is considered 
“a primary concern” in respondents’ daily 
situations, thus they generally provide lower 
scores with respect to the government’s 
policies. 
Satisfaction. In the existing questionnaire 
the level of satisfaction is an important 
indicator for measuring societal well-being 
because satisfaction is more closely related to 
specific objects, while happiness is related to 
more general state of mind. Table 5 measures 
the extent to which people are satisfied with 
employment and family finances. 
The data show that in terms of 
employment, job stability, and the family 
finances people are moderately satisfied 
(6.47), but when asked about comparisons 
with others or the income gap, respondents 
said they were “very dissatisfied.” Therefore, 
development programs must put measures in 
place to prevent inequality because it affects 
peoples’ well-being.
Fairness. Fairness is an important 
indicator in measuring societal well-being. 
It represents inclusiveness and conditions of 
equality in society. It can be measured using 
educational background, occupation, income, 
and assets as indicators. 
The findings show that the overall mean 
is 6.38 and in terms of the demographic 
variables people do not have serious problems 
concerning fairness (6.78), especially in 
terms of religion, where the score is the 
highest (7.29). In terms of variables related to 
stratification or the distribution of resources 
(education, occupation, income, asset, family 
social status) people tend to perceive a lower 
mean fairness score (5.89). This suggests that 
the so-called stratification variables are still 
unsatisfactory in measuring satisfaction.
Institutional Trust. It is important to 
note that institutional trust was measured as 
one of societal well-being’s indicators. Trust 
is one component of societal well-being that 
can describe the individual’s relationship 
to their social surroundings. If we consider 
the data in Table 7, the respondents’ trust in 
government officials tends to be moderate 
(6.08), but in the Indonesian context, the data 
show that there is a significant difference 
in the average value of trust in government 
officials (5.63) compared to traditional (6.65) 
and religious leaders (8.15). The so-called 
“cultural” leaders (traditional and religious 
leaders) are more trusted by citizens than the 
so-called “structural” figures (government 
actors). 
The data show a relatively low 
mean score of institutional trust in civil 
organizations (5.34) and especially political 
parties (4.83). This means that those two 
institutions, which should accommodate 
people’s aspirations, are not functioning well 
in contributing to well-being in Indonesian 
society at present. 
Demographic Characteristics and 
Table 4. Indonesian Societal Well-being 
Components Survey Question Mean
Equal Opportunity W5. To what extent do you agree to the following statement on the current Indonesian 
society? B) Opportunities for university education are equally available to all regardless of 
wealth disparity 6.57
Inclusive Society W5. To what extent do you agree to the following statement on the current Indonesian 
society? C) The disabled can be socially active, regardless of their degree of disability 7.05
Positive View on 
Society’s Progress
W5. To what extent do you agree to the following statement on the current Indonesia 
society? D) There is an equal distribution of income (w05d, reversed) 3.16
E) The difference of income will be stable for the next 10 years (w05e, reversed) 3.21
Institutional Trust C1. To what extent do you feel you can trust or not trust the following people? G) local 
government office (staff, police, and other civil servants) (c1g, scale 10) 5.92
Note: The original question is “To what extent do you feel you can trust or not trust the following people?” The answer 
provided in the Korean questionnaire is (point g) “Local governments. In the Indonesian questionnaire, we provide several 
additional responses, including, ‘Traditional Leaders and Religious Leaders.
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Societal Well-being. Table 10 (see Appendix 
A) shows that several demographic 
characteristics have significant relationships 
with societal well-being. We compared the 
correlation between age, level of education, 
and income to the societal well-being 
index. All three variables have significant 
relationships with societal well-being 
(although these are generally indicated by 
weak correlations). Age, level of education, 
and income have negative relationships 
with societal well-being. Higher levels of 
education and income may lead to lower 
societal well-being. Furthermore, the level 
of education has a stronger correlation with 
societal well-being and may be a good 
predictor. 
Table 5. Level of Satisfaction in Society
Satisfaction in Society Indicator Mean
Current Satisfaction in Employment Condition 
[6.47]
Family Finances: Income and Expenses 6.41
Employment and Job 6.57
Positive View on Income Gap [3.18] The income gap is currently too big (reversed) 3.16
The income gap will likely be greater in 10 years (reversed) 3.21
Level of satisfaction 4.72
Table 6. Level of Fairness in Society
Fairness in Society Indicator Mean
Fairness and Stratification Variables [5.89] Education 6.24
Occupation 5.93
Income 5.77
Assets 5.77
Family Social Status 6.06
Fairness and Demographic Variables [6.78] Gender 6.66
Age 6.70
Race 6.40
Ethnicity 6.65
Religion 7.29
Belief/Traditional Religion 6.97
Level of Fairness 6.38
Table 7. Level of Institutional Trust in Society
Institutional Trust in Society Indicator Mean
Government [6.08] Local Government 5.63
Judiciary and Police 5.95
Army 6.54
Civil Servants 6.18
Cultural Leaders [7.38] Traditional Leader 6.65
Religious Leader 8.15
Political Party and Civil Society Organization 
[5.08]
Political Party 4.83
Civil Organization 5.34
Level of Institutional Trust 6.17
The higher score on respondents’ 
perception of fairness leads to higher scores on 
institutional trust. The perception of fairness 
also has a significant positive correlation 
with respondents’ satisfaction and happiness. 
It is important to note that levels of education 
and income have a negative relationship 
with institutional trust, which includes 
government institutions, and religious and 
traditional leaders. The strongest negative 
relationship occurs between the following 
variables: levels of education and income 
and trust in religious leaders. This means 
that although most Indonesians have greater 
trust in religious and traditional leaders 
than governmental institution, individuals 
with higher levels of education and income 
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eventually show a higher degree of distrust 
toward those institutions.
It can be concluded that the indicators 
we used to measure societal conditions are 
insufficient for capturing the structural and 
cultural aspects that are the basic elements 
of society. The cultural aspect is represented 
only by trust in the spiritual and informal 
leaders that tended to receive higher scores 
(8.2) and (7.4), respectively, than the trust in 
government institutions (5.6). These findings 
lead to the conclusion that in Indonesian 
society, the so-called “cultural” aspects of 
life (religion and custom) appear to play 
a more important role in societal life than 
government institutions. 
Religion 
Social cultural factors, and particularly 
religion, have a central role in determining 
the extent of well-being in Indonesia. In 2017, 
the Central Bureau of Statistics, Indonesia 
(2010b) (Badan Pusat Statistik) distributed a 
national survey to measure well-being. The 
results have shown that the happiness index 
is 70.69 (out of 100). The survey measured 
life satisfaction (personal and relational well-
being), affection (state of happiness), and 
meaning in life (closely related to the purpose 
of well-being). The survey was not sensitive 
to the societal (or institutional pattern) of 
the state’s role in happiness. Moreover, the 
survey did not address the question of the 
role of religion in happiness. Recent studies 
have shown that religion has the capacity 
to elevate the well-being of the individual 
(Gebauer et al. 2012) and that religious 
capital has a strong relevance in explaining 
social well-being (see Hajbaghery 2015; 
Khalek 2014; Michalos 2007). 
In one study, the results show that 
the higher the religiosity, the higher the 
happiness (Khalek 2014). Religion does not 
cancel out the role of objective elements of 
well-being, but it still has the capacity to 
buffer and even promote anti-wealth norms 
according to which individuals are prone to 
viewing themselves as experiencing a state 
of positive well-being even if they are also 
experiencing poverty (Gebauer 2012). Our 
results cleary justify the fact that religious 
well-being has the potential to compensate 
for other categories of well-being.
The SWB Survey in Indonesia shows 
the important role of religion in everyday 
activities and in achieving happiness as Table 
9 shows.
One Indonesian study also shows that 
Table 8. Age, Education, Income and Societal Well-being, Satisfaction, Fairness, 
Institutional Trust,  (Somers’ D)
Societal Well-being Value Structural Trust Value
Age 0.072** Age 0.128**
Education -0.133** Education -0.117**
Income -0.103** Income -0.064**
Level of Satisfaction Value Religious Leaders Value
Age -0.097** Age 0.061**
Education 0.231** Education -0.127**
Income 0.172** Income -0.100**
Level of Fairness Value Traditional Leaders Value
Age 0.052** Education -0.113**
Education -0.092** Income -0.073**
Income -0.093** Structural trust variable is computed from question “To what 
degree do you feel you can trust or not trust the following 
people?” number C01G1 (local government), C01G2 
(judiciary and police), B01G3 (army), and C01G4 (civil 
servants).
Institutional Trust Value
Age 0.119**
Educationt -0.182**
Income -0.093**
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the highest feelings of happiness are given 
by religion or spiritual well-being (66%), 
good health (62%), children (57%), one’s 
relationship with partner or spouse (54%), 
living conditions (water, food, shelter) (41%), 
feelings of having a meaningful life (41%), a 
meaningful job (40%), more money (39%), 
and security (39%) (Ipsos 2013).
Happiness Policy and Social Well-being 
The development of well-being studies has 
advanced scientific and public knowledge 
that there is still a strategic issue that 
is relevant to people globally. Recent 
scientific developments have contributed 
to our understanding about objective 
social conditions and their determining 
factors. There are also religious studies that 
try to understand the ultimate reality of 
humankind. Moreover, a more sophisticated 
understanding of happiness is still limited 
largely to conceptual descriptions and 
theoretical explanations from various 
scientific perspectives. In short, the question 
“so what?” is far behind the explanations to 
“what, why, and how?” 
There is a lag to developing solutions 
and policies to increase happiness such as 
by including it in the state constitution. 
An important strategy to accelerate the 
inclusion of happiness in every dimension 
of social life can be conducted through 
“happiness mainstreaming” just as with 
gender mainstreaming. In this regard, the 
university as an institution that develops 
scientific knowledge can support happiness 
mainstreaming by providing analyses 
and policies. A more informed public and 
especially families can socialize the need––
and the right––of family members to know 
and to achieve happiness.
The case of Indonesia shows that the 
issue of happiness only recently (2013) 
became a national issue with the Happiness 
Survey by the Central Bureau of Statistics 
Indonesia. Moreover, the issue of happiness 
is still not integrated into Indonesian Long-
term Development Planning (RPJP). The 
emphasis on social development is still 
focused on poverty, education, and health in 
the context of welfare policies. The dominant 
policy is to increase human capital (Human 
Development Index) or to reduce socio-
economic inequality (Gini coefficient, or to 
increase political participation measured by 
various indicators of democracy. It seems 
that the sum of socio-economic and political 
developments or prosperous society can 
automatically achieve happiness. Several 
studies inspired by the Easterlin Paradox 
show that there are specific ways and 
mechanisms to happiness––or unhappiness 
(Koo et al. 2016).
The lack of special attention to 
happiness also occurs at the regional level 
or the Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations (ASEAN) as shown in their vision 
and mission to enhance “...the well-being 
and livelihood of the people of ASEAN 
by providing them with equitable access 
to human development opportunities by 
promoting and investing in education and 
lifelong learning, human resource training, 
and capacity building.”, (ASEAN Socio-
Cultural Community 2013:2). There are no 
clear policies and action plans to include 
factors, such as social and religious capital, 
Table 9. Religious Practices
SWB questionnaire Almost 
Everyday
Weekly Monthly Few Times 
a Year
Once every 
few years
Not at all
   Rituals in temples, church (%) 8.3 14.0 21.4 38.8 11.2 6.3
Indonesian questionnaire
   Praying for families and ancestors (%) 77.3 13.1 4.5 3.4 0.6 1.1
Do religious teachings and rituals make 
you happy?
Mean: 8.5 (1 to 10)
Does pilgrimage to Mecca make you 
happy? (for Muslims)
Mean: 8.8 (1 to 10)
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to increase happiness. Further evidence of 
the neglect of happiness is also shown in the 
17 Goals and 169 Targets of the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs). Actually, Goal 
3 states: “Ensure healthy lives and promote 
well-being for all at all ages,” but this concept 
of well-being is not related to happiness. 
“Mainstreaming happiness,” or a clearer 
and more explicit conception and indicator 
related to happiness should be provided by a 
happiness policy that is included in the SDGs 
because this will accelerate the improvement 
of people’s happiness (United Nations SDGs 
site, N.d:N.p).
CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
The survey findings show the patterns 
of social well-being at the micro, meso, 
and macro levels. First, individuals have 
higher dissatisfaction toward governmental 
(political) and market (economic) institutions. 
This increasing awareness of education and 
income also results in greater dissatisfaction 
toward both structural and cultural 
institutions. Second, the relational dimension 
in Indonesia compensates or substitutes for 
societal dissatisfaction, by providing positive 
satisfaction through everyday interactions. 
Thus, individuals can say that they are happy 
as shown in the mean of personal well-being, 
which is 8 out of 10. Third, in the Indonesian 
context and, to a certain extent, other Asian 
countries, societal well-being is important. 
Societal well-being should not only take 
account of the material aspect governed by 
political-economic institutions, but also 
cultural institutions. This is because cultural 
institutions have greater connections to 
everyday situations, and to well-being that is 
personal and relational. The analysis of the 
SWB survey in Indonesia can be concluded 
with several policy recommendations.
First, to improve development 
measurements (which now depend largely 
on GNP and GDP) we must develop “well-
being” approaches, concepts, models, and 
theories that balance the material and the non-
material aspects of human needs, including 
spiritual ones. In so doing, we must design 
our future research with the main purpose 
of balancing the indicators of the quality of 
personal, relational, and societal well-being, 
which consist of perceptions on the state and 
market, culture (religions and traditions), and 
the quality of the public sphere. 
Second, our existing research instrument 
(questionnaire) is adequate for exploring 
perceptions of the “structural” aspects 
(those related to governmental policies 
and regulations) but it is still deficient in 
measuring the “cultural” aspects (those 
related to spiritual life and internalized 
traditions), and the dynamic aspects of civil 
society, namely peoples’ opportunities to 
express their aspirations for change (the 
quality of public sphere). In this respect, 
qualitative studies are required to understand 
individuals’ insights and people’s patterns of 
happiness. 
Third, we should implement “happiness 
mainstreaming” into state policies at all 
levels and even into global policies, such 
as the SDGs, that do not explicitly discuss 
social well-being, especially its spiritual 
and religious dimensions. Moreover, at the 
meso level, organizations and communities 
should identify and develop the meaning of 
happiness according to their own versions of 
it. Finally, individuals and families should 
discuss and be socialized into what happiness 
is and how to achieve it.
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Survey Design. The Indonesian survey design 
is based on a general model developed by the 
Senshu Consortium and is contextualized 
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for face-to-face interviews in the field. 
The questionnaire is contextualized into 
the Indonesian context. (e.g., linguistic 
and substantive translation of research 
instruments). The survey was conducted in 
the second week of August 2017.
The sampling scheme was as follows.
▪ Study Areas: Java (six provinces: 
Banten, Jakarta, West Java, Central 
Java, Jogjakarta, East Java) and Bali 
(one province). Seven provinces 
located in two important islands with 
the largest population in Indonesia 
(Java and Bali). An exception, given 
that Jakarta is the capital region with 
the highest heterogeneity, is that the 
sample size is quota-based according 
to the proportion of the population 
by age group, gender, and religion in 
each region.
▪ Sampling Error: ± 3% precision 
levels and confidence level of 95%.
▪ Sample Size: 1,250 (divided 
equally between male and female 
respondents).
▪ Respondents: 20–69 years old.
▪ Length of Interview: On average, 
interviews takes 60–120 minutes.
Sampling Method. Proportional multistage 
random sampling (in six provinces and in 
Jakarta for Muslim respondents).
▪ Step 1 (Proportional): The number 
of respondents in each city is quoted 
to obtain gender and age quota 
proportions according to the actual 
proportions of the population.
▪ Step 2 (Multistage): For each province 
the provincial capital (as the urban 
representative), and one district in the 
province (as the rural representative) 
is chosen. The districts (kecamatan) 
are selected by proportional random 
sampling based on the population 
of each district and sub-district/
village (kelurahan/kampung) in each 
area (Probability Proportional to 
Size or PPS). From each kecamatan 
(district), the next sub-stage of sub-
Figure 6. Sampling Method
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district/villages (kelurahan) will also 
be chosen by the PPS method.
▪ Step 3 (Multistage): In each sub-
district/village (kelurahan/kampung), 
the number of Rukun Warga (RW) 
and Rukun Tetangga (RT) will be 
determined according to the quota of 
each sub-district/village (kelurahan). 
Then the neighborhood areas (RW 
and RT) are chosen randomly from 
the overall census list of - RWs and 
RTs (lists are officially obtained from 
The Central Bureau of Statistics, 
Indonesia).
▪ Step 4 (Random): The interviewers 
then visit the head of the 
neighborhood (head of RW/RT) 
from whom a numbered list of all 
households is obtained, From the list, 
two households (HH) are selected 
via random numbers from a table of 
random numbers.
▪ Step 5 (Semi Convenience): To 
determine the respondents, in each 
household (HH), a respondent from 
family members will be chosen 
according to the gender and age 
group an individual quota is given 
to each interviewer. If the targeted 
respondent is unavailable or 
uncooperative, the interviewer selects 
the next randomized house (from the 
table of random numbers), until the 
quota is completed.
Sample Assignment. Proportional sampling. 
Weighted sample is used for every city; it is 
explained in the model below.
The number of respondents in the 
designated cities has been set by quota. 
This is applied because of the independent 
analysis on each region.1 
Figure 7. Weighted Sample
Source: Indonesian Statistical Bureau. 2012. The Indonesian Population by Province Year 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 
2010. (Badan Pusat Statistik. 2012. Penduduk Indonesia menurut Provinsi 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000 dan 2010) 
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Table 10. Characteristics of Respondents, Population, and Weighting Factor
Characteristics of the Sample 
Respondents
Characteristics of the Population
Weighting Factor
Case % Case %
Total 1,250 100.0  140,501,347 100.0
Gender Male 625 50.0  70,615,977 50.3
Female 625 50.0  69,885,370 49.7
Age 20–29 356 28.5  38,802,205 27.6
30–39 336 26.9  37,547,366 26.7
40–49 272 21.8  31,412,302 22.4
50–59 184 14.7  21,075,904 15.0
60–69 102 8.2  11,663,570 8.3
Region Jakarta 200 16.0  9,607,787 6.8 0.4274
West Java 200 16.0  43,053,732 30.6 1.9152
Central Java 200 16.0  32,382,657 23.0 1.4405
Yogyakarta 150 12.0  3,457,491 2.5 0.2051
East Java 200 16.0  37,476,757 26.7 1.6671
Banten 150 12.0  10,632,166 7.6 0.6306
Bali 150 12.0  3,890,757 2.8 0.2308
Source: Indonesian Statistical Bureau. 2012. The Indonesian Population by Province Year 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 
2010 (Badan Pusat Statistik. 2012. Penduduk Indonesia menurut Provinsi 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000 dan 2010)
Sample Assignment by Province.
Table 11. Population in Seven Provinces
No Province Total Population* % Urban* % Rural* Sample Urban Sample Rural N
1 Jakarta  9,607,787 100.0 0.0 200 0 200
2 West Java  43,053,732 65.7 34.3 130 70 200
3 Central Java  32,382,657 45.7 54.3 90 110 200
4 Yogyakarta  3,457,491 66.4 33.6 100 50 150
5 East Java  37,476,757 47.6 52.4 100 100 200
6 Banten  10,632,166 67.0 33.0 100 50 150
7 Bali  3,890,757 60.2 39.8 90 60 150
Total  140,501,347 810 440 1,250
Total Indonesia  237,641,326 49.8 50.2
Source: Indonesian Statistical Bureau. 2010. The Indonesian Population by Province Year 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 
2010. (Badan Pusat Statistik. 2010. Penduduk Indonesia menurut Provinsi 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000 dan 2010)
Table 12. Sample in Urban and Rural Areas
No Province Urban Rural
City ∑ Sample Kabupaten ∑ Sample
1 Jakarta Jakarta 200 - 0
2 West Java Bandung 130 Sumedang 70
3 Central Java Semarang 90 Kendal 110
4 Yogyakarta Yogyakarta 100 Sleman 50
5 East Java Surabaya 100 Mojokerto 100
6 Banten Serang 100 Pandeglang 50
7 Bali Denpasar 90 Gianyar 60
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From the household list in a RT a 
household number is chosen, which is less 
than max number of HH in the RT, starting 
from the top.
Sample Assignment in Jakarta Based on 
Religious Group. Sample method: purposive 
sampling for non-Muslim respondents in 
Jakarta. In Jakarta, respondent screening by 
religion is only applied to reach the quota 
based on religious diversity.
However, the non-Muslim community 
is a minority, and it is difficult to find specific 
respondents with particular religions; the 
quota for religion w treated by the same 
method in every area of Jakarta. Therefore, 
purposive sampling was used in the selection 
of non-Muslim respondents in Jakarta.
Steps 1 to 3 (proportional and multistage 
sampling) were still applied to determine the 
first point at which to find respondents of 
certain specific religions. At the first point, 
the interviewers purposively asked whether 
there was a citizen with that religion in the 
area. If there was no one with that affiliation, 
the interviewer asked the head of RT or other 
respondents if they knew anyone in that 
religious group. In several cases interviewers 
applied this snowball method to identify a 
respondent. These procedures achieved the 
total quota of research samples in Jakarta. 
Table 13. Religion and Age in Jakarta
Religion
Age Group
Total
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69
Moslem Population 1,877,161 1,575,878 1,064,227 593,316 249,505 5,360,087
% 29.7 25.0 16.9 9.4 4.0 84.9
Sample 23 22 20 10 5 80
Christianity Population 146,778 138,652 101,035 73,195 38,937 498,597
% 2.3 2.2 1.6 1.2 0.6 7.9
Sample 8 8 8 8 8 40
Roman Catholic Population 56,514 54,854 43,759 36,030 20,788 211,945
% 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.3 3.4
Sample 8 8 8 8 8 40
Others Population 63,931 53,674 48,151 49,077 28,539 243,372
% 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.5 3.9
Sample 8 8 8 8 8 40
Total Population 6,314,001
Total Sample 200
Source: Indonesian Statistical Bureau. 2010. Population by Age Group and Religion in DKI Jakarta. (Badan Pusat Statistik. 
2010. Penduduk Menurut Kelompok Umur dan Agama yang Dianut Provinsi DKI Jakarta)
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